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FOREWORD

Recognizing the importance of soil'testing serviee in
the context of inereasing fertilizer:consumption, the
Ministry of Agriculture & Irrigafion, Government of
"India, had asked several Agro-Economic Research Centres
to undertake an evaluation study on the working of soll
testing service. This Centre was asked to take up such
a study in Rajasthane.

‘The - organisational set up and working of soll testing -
”service in Rajasthan have been examined in this study
On the basis of available secondary data- A field
survey covering 60 beneficiary households and 40 non=-.
“wbenéficiary households was also conducted for the
reference 'year 1979-80 in order to assess the 1mpact
“of this service on the farmers' fields.

The present Study reveals two satisfactory aspects
aboyt -the 5011 taStingﬁservice in Héjasthan,'Firstly;.
the available data suggest that the work of soil test.
'ing service has expanded considerably during the “last
two decades. Secondly, it also reveals that, by and
large, the method adopted for collecting 3011 samples
has been scientific and satisfactory‘ ' :

The present study has thrown up some disturbing results
also. For instance, it has beén'repOrtéd that fertilizex:
have not been used on any of the soifl tested plots as
per the recommendations. Similarly, the yield rates -
have been found to be higher on farms using less than
the recommended doses of nutrients NP and NPK. These
reSults deserve to be looked into more carefully for
maklng this service more effective.
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Although soil’ testing service has expanded significantly

durlnq the last two decades in Rajasthan, there is a

need for opening mOre laboratorles in order .to enable

.. the farmers to avail of the benefits of: thls service more
easily. There is §1so a ‘need for more effective follow up
extension effort for getting:better results. In this
connection the author has put forward several Speclflc
recommendations for improving the working of this service
in-Raﬁasthan-

Shr1 R. D. Sevak has put in sustalned hard work to study
this cruc1a1 -but relatively neglected area:of research.
He received valuable a5515tance from Sarvashree C. F.
Patel, H. M. Verma and S. D+ -Purohite Shri $..D. Purchit
has helped in the field work, while Shri He M. Verma. was
associated with field work as well as data sheet prepa=-
ration. Shri C. F. Patel was associated with this project
at all staces. Shri R. M. Patel, Deputy Director, provi-
ded valuable enc0uragement to the project team -and
offered useful sucaestlons/bomments- Dr. C. H. Babaria,
who has done 2 useful study on this'subject for Gujarat,
provided valuable help in the initisl stages: -of thls
project work. The Machine ‘Tabulation Unit. of the Centre
has cOmpetently handledthe work of data processings

It is hoped that this study will be found useful by those

concerned with the’ problems of agricultural development
in Rajasthan.

Vallabh Vidyanacar

MahESh Pathak
September 9, )982

HonOrary Dlrector
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CONGLUSION a4ND SUGGESTIONS

The present research study was undertsken to
exemine : (1) the organizationel seteup of goil testing
service in the State, f11) working of sail testing
service in the State particularly with reference to
Sriganganagar soll testing laborstory (SSTI) and (1i1)
the extent of adoption of soll testing Service and the
factors associasted with non-adoption at ferm level in
Srigangenegar district. '-

The review of perfommance of soil testing labora-
tories,’ partic!ilarly of S&PL', is based on data
avellable for 5 yeary period from 1974 to 1979, The
extent of adopt:!.on at farm level and factors agsociated
with non-adoption of soil testing service have beem
ascertained by =z samlale survey of 60 beneficiary houge-
holds and ¥ non.beneficiary households from six
‘different villages of Sriganganager tehsil from Srigan-
ganagar district which fells under the juridication of
. 8TL, The reference period for the fam level data was
agricultursl year 1979-890,

I

8011 Testing Service :Ln the State

There are 4 sall tes‘hing laboratories situated in |
different partsof Pajesthen In eddition one mobile van
"is kept at Durgepurs leboratory, Jaipur, The Joint
I rector, Agriculture (Soll Survey) is in-charge of
this service at State level. He 13 assisted by a
Deputy Director, Agriculture (Quality Comtrol & Soil
Survey), Durgapurs, Soil testing service has made



4

wlia

satisfactory progress. The capﬂcity for testlng soil
samples hes 1ncreased from 5000 p peET annum in"'1960-61
to 90,000 per annum 1;0 1979-80. The actual number of
soll semples tested has moved pp from;7569-in 1960-61
to 80 ,5”-!-5 rih 1979-80.

‘?Considering 5 years (19’7# {70 19795 peI'lod togc-
ther, the besgt. per Tomance . in tcms of 5011 Samyglps
to be tested ﬂgpinst set tprgets was given by Durga-

,pqrﬁ SPL ( 108@ ‘and thc 1owest achievcmcnt was ab
Sriganganagar SIL (‘71%& 4‘.11 the 1aboratories put -

~

together had achieved 88 pqr cent of the ta:g_et for.
the five year period.

The co~ordination between extension staff and

laboratory r,st:aff Was found to bﬂ_ poor at the State

‘...u -

‘level as well as a-t the 1abora‘cory 1eve1. 0f the " _
to'l:al number of tehsils served. by all the 1aboratories,

PR i .

aboub ?1 per. ccnt of. 'the tehsiis wcre ai: a distance

e Sieit
of mo:re than 100, kms. e m.\ﬁ b

W II l“},;

.{r._.i

~ World ng -of Sr:.ganganager Soil Testing Iaboratory

(§ST1y.»

g._gnific-ance of SSTL :

-—
e

“ i ._‘ .

e

This laboratory has analysed 71 ooo soil ‘gamples
during 1974-79. It has’ “found tha‘l: in Sr'iganganagar 27

; district, the. nutr:l_ent.K i. e. potash ;i.s declining in

,-the- sod] year after. yeag. This 1aboratory was,Lgba~,

blished in 1968-69, and the area .of its Juridicatlon at
present. is Srigangan?gar and Bikaner d,istzﬂ.cts. Water
tests are also carried out in this-laporatory. The

annual capacity of testiqg _Pe schg_ sample‘s 1n 19?2—80

wvas 20, ood‘ Ber” %‘ﬁn “"nd. i'.her p‘ﬁr day maximum capacity |

was 100.
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_perfomance of SSTL :

“During the period 197479, excepting 1977 and -
1979 the soll semples tested were below the set '
' target Tt was found that tho prOportion of soil
samples received through BDC was declining ovet the
years.

The pmponderent share of the total soil samples
was claimed by Srigenganagqr district and tehsil as
- compared to other districts’ and tehsils falling
under. the jurdication of SSIL The highest number of
soll samples were tested for"'cottonhfoliowéd by wheat,
The other crops-did not .zeveai"any t rend. Majority of
the soll samples received at 88TL weré during
pre-kherlif and pre- rabi period. The results of sall
test were not always despatched in time prior to
kharlf and rabl sgeasons‘because of the prevailing
backlog of work. The trend of inflow of soll samples
. was found to be seasonal. ‘The ABC demonstration
"results had proved the Superiority of soil test
recommendations.over -obher two practices viz. general
departmental zecommenaations and practices followed
_without fertilizer use,

iIIX

Use of Soil T'esting -.,S,e‘rvice‘ at’ Farm Tevel

-.‘Characteristics : The available primary data. sugges-

ted that the beneficiary households enjoyed better-
: socio-eoonomic status -as compared to non-bereficlary
households.

Coverage under Extensmn Service ; Coneultétion of the

extension workers vas appzeciable for both groups of
households., This was parbicularly ‘due. to the Benor
scheme.
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dwareness : The awareness about existence of soil -
R — —— .

testing laboratory in the dlstrict was higher among
beneficiary households then non-bene ficiary. house-
holds. However, the ‘avarencss sbout getting the soil
tested directly by paying fees was poor among both
group5 of households.

The EEason for Non—adOption : The reasons given for

non-adoption of soil testing in order ‘of importance
were as follows : @D ignorence ‘about’ soll btesting .
facility (579, (ii) no maJor problem (20%, (iid

soll was tested prior to refe rence period {17.58 ,.

(v non-availahility of VIW's service (7.57@, and
(v) apathy towards soil testing service (5%.

Detalls about Soil Samples :

Crops covered The. following three crops viz.
dmerican cotton, wheat and gram were covered under
soil testing. Majority of the households had semt
soil samples for one crop only. -

Seasons covered : 4 majority of the beneficiary -

households (56) had sent soil samples for one séason
only. This is somewhat surprising for an area with
better irrigation facility.

Recurrence of soil semples : About %0 per.cent of
beneficlary households were not new to this service,
i.e. 24 beneficiary households had adopted soil

te sting prior to the ireference period which indicates
their faith ond interest in soil testing service.

“'Fertilizer use level. : On none of the sall tested
'plots fert:l.lizers in terms of nutrients NPK were :

applied as per the recammendation of soil testing
laboratory.
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Fertilizer use level and yield level ::The superiority
in temms of per hectare yield (kgs,/hect.y of soil
tested plots over non-tested soil plots either of
beneficiary or non-beneﬁci ary farms was proved only
in the case of wheat. Such sﬁberiority was not esta-
blished in the ¢ase of dmerican cotton and gram._The
yield rates were found to be higher on the fams
uging less than the recommended doses of soil testing
laboratory for nutrients NP and NPK as ccmpamd to
those using higher doses.

Method of soil sample collection : & majority of the
sall samples taken were found satisfactory with respect
to average area covered per soil sample, the number of
spots represented per soil sample, the quantity of sail
. collected per soil'sample, the depth of-layer of soil
sample and inst.rument used for collecting the soil
sample.

attitude/Opinion : It is heartening to note that

majority of the.sample beneﬁciary households ‘reported
satisfaction with the service, The main source of
awareness for soll, testing service was VIW followed by
other farmers and ABC demonstration plots. No benefi-
clary had reported his ignorence about soil sample
collection. Only three households had reported that
the soil test results were not-‘connnnnicated.. to them,
The remaining households reported that these results
were not conveyed in time, The services of VIW to
explain the results of the soil test were not available
to majority of the households. Some beneficiaries were
not happy with the present position of the SST'L in
tems of soil testing facil:.ty- for the micro-nutrient

test.
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Specific Suggestions. @

1. The co-ordination between exbension staff and
laboratory: staff at  State level as WEIl at
laboratory level needs to be improved.

2. With a view to launch intensive follow-up work
of soil test recommendations, the laboratory
" ghould be strengthened by providing extension
cell.

3, The replacem_ent of old"'equi'ﬁments should be
considered at the end of every five years.

k, Provision of two diesel-based vehicles instead
of one petrol vehicle should be considered to
facil:l.tate intensive follow-up work of soll
test recomuendations in addition to routine work,

5. To avdd the problens which arise in the absence
of electricity, a provision of generator for
the laboratory should also be made.

6, Facility for micro-nutrient tests like Zn, Fo
and Borone should be provided in the laboratory
with a view to sazbtisfy the demand froam farmers

for crops like sugarcane, sugarbit, wheat and
fodder.

9.  The amount grante;d'_:pér sample was found to be
static in relation to rising cost of material
almost every year. The amount given per soil

sample to be tested should be increased keeping -
in view the price rise.

8. Wt present about 71 per cent of the tehsils lde
at a distance of more than 100 kms. from the
soll testing laboratories, Secondly, inflow of
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soll samples was also found to be seasonal.
New laboratories may bz opened keeping in
view the above factors.

9. In order to increase the coverage of soil
testing service, the scil sample test should
be made compulsory for demonstration plots,
crop cutting harvest competetion and bybrid
seed production plots ete,

10. Facility of mobile van should be provided in
villages once in a season prior to sowing and
goll test results should be explained to
farmers on the site.

11« The ABC demonstration plots and documentary
films for soil testing service should be
arranged in the villsges for the prOpogation
of the soll testing service.

12, JdArmrangement may be made to send sall test
reports directly to cultivators and this
report should also be self-explanatory.

13. «& token charge may be levied for soil sample
test, This would reduce the financial
st rengency faced by the laboratary.

14, The follow-up work of soil test recammendations
should be intensively launched by the
laboratory staff itself.



CHAPTER : I

INTRODUCTION

Fertilizer use without first testing the soll is
like taking medicine without first consulting & physi-
clan to find out what is needed. In the absence of -
fertilizer recommendation based upon soil test, a
farmer may be providing either too much or too little
of neutrients required by plants. This not only means
an uneconomical use of fertilizers, but in some cases
€rop ylelds may be actually reduced because of the wrong
kinds or amounts of fertilizers. Thus, soil testing
helps in balanced and appmpriate application of ferti-
1izer.

The success of this service depends on how scien-
tifically the soil semples have been collected. Seversl
factors’ such as instrument used, depth of the soil
collected, number of spots for soil collection are
important for the efficacy of this service. Apart from
scientific soil testing, opbtimum fertilizer application
depends upon several other factors as follows : Whether
the reports of soll sample reach the fammers ? If they
reach to farmers, whether the farmers understand them ?
Again, whether the farmers adopt the fertilizer reco-
mmendations fully. oy not ! ? :

The soil testing services have been in operation
in gifferent parts of the country for over two decades.
T_héﬂ. are about 274 soil testing laboratories in the
country with a total capacity of qpalysihg about L0



million soil samples annually. The major problems
posed before this service are : lack of follow up of
recommendations’ by fag'mers in some areas, ‘underutili-
zation of installed capacity of laboratories and
adoption of lower doses of fertilizers than recommended
on the basis of soil test. This study has been under-’
taken to study %o wpdexatiang the Operat;i.onal-and/or
soclo-economic reasons for the existance of such:
problenms.

' Objectives

This study has been underfaken with the follom.ng
ob;jectives H

1+ Study the organizational set up of soil
testing laboratories in the State with a
view to identify problems inwlved in
their effective functioning and suggest
measures for improvement,

2. Study the working of soil testing 1abora-'
tories in tems of number of soil samples
tested, seasonal arrival and,desPatch of .

soll samples and crop-wlise soil samples -
tested. |

3. Study the extent of adoption of recommen-
' dation made by soil testing laboratories,

4k, Identify the factors associated with
non-adoption of recommendations.

Cove rage and Methodology

The present study has been divided into th:ee
chapters, The objectives and methodology of this study
have heen discussed in Chapter I, A detailed study of



the soil testing service'in Rajasthan has been carried
out in the second chapter, Such a detailed study is
based on the soll testing 1aboratory located at Srigan- .
ganagar. It has been selected purposively because this
soil testing laboratory has been in operation since
1968, Its performance was also reported to be relatively
better as compared to other laboraigories. ‘Finally, it
was also reported that the follow up work in the area
covered by this laboratory was relatiineiy better.

The third chapter is based on' the micro level
study to assess the :l.mpact of soil testing service .
used by farmers. The sample survey was undertaken in -
Sriganganagar dlstrict whi_oh is under the jurisdiction
STL located at Sriganganagar. The selection of Srigan.
ganagar district was purposive-because majority of the
soil semples received at the SSTL were from this®
district during the reference period 1979-80. Within
Sriganganagar district, the tehsil which. had sert the
largest number of soil samples to the 1aboratory was
sel ectod and accordingly Sriganga.nagar tehsil was
selected, The same procedure was adopt ed for- selection
of villages -al so. Village.s with large. number of soil
samples and. better parbicipation of farmers during
1979-80 were selected. While fcollecting the data regard-
ing village-wise soil samples ' sent to SSIL, it was
found that as against 'the total number of soil samples
the participation ratio of the’ farmers was little less
- than one-third, Hence it was decided to select t hose
' villages frem where atleast 10 farmers had participate¢

-a--ﬁ--——‘---- ------ - - —-

Ihder Sriganganagar Soil Testing Laboratory (SSTL) in
the beginning the following districts, viz., (i)
Sriganganagar, (ii) Bikaner; (iii) Churu, (iv) Sikar
were covered and during the reference period only
Sriganganagar and Bikaner dJ.stricts were under-'its
juridication, o, ‘
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‘_ Such villages were arranged in ascending order and

: f.l.rst gix villages were finally gselected. Sixby
beneficiary tiouseholds (those vhose soil samples were.
" recorded at SSTL) were selected randomly by propor-
”tional allocation to total number of beneficlaries in
these six villages. In order to select 40 non-benefi-
ciary households from these 6 villages, the allocation
ratio or weightage ratio worked out in the case of
beneﬁciary households in a viilag‘,‘e was adopted and
accordingly the non-beneflciary "households  from each
village were selected randomly. Thus, in zll L0 non-
-beneficiaries from these 6 villages were selected
randomly by proportional allocation method.

Schedxﬂ.as

1; I-buseho‘.l.d Schedule : The household schedule for

beneﬁ.ciaries covered aSpects such as adoPtion of soil

+ testing service bY. farmers, their attitude and behavi-
our,towards the service, accessibility and use. of
extension service.by farmers. The schedule for non-
-beneficiary households covered factors affecting s
non-adoption of soil tesbing service, Moreover, i‘sr both
types of households, data on socio-economic charicteris-
tics and cult:l.__va{':'ior_l practic_es have been collected.

2. Schedqule for STL :° Under this schedule, informa-
'tion on the number 'ofisoilz samples testediduring 1975
to 1979, their classification according té month-wise
arrival and despatch of soil samples ahd crop-wise soil
' sample tested during the same ‘period have been covered.
Moreover, contigent expenditure ‘for-carrying out tests
for soll samples as well number’of tehsils covered
under each 1abora’cory have been covered.




Reference Period

Working of SSTL has been reviewed on the basis of
five year data from 1975 to 1979, The reference period
for the farm level data is the agricultural year 1979-
80, i.e, from June.1979 to May 1980.

Method of Iata Collection

The beneficiary households were assessed on the
basis of a 1ist provided from SSTL for the jear 1979-80
for the selected six villages and the data from bene-
ficiary and non-benefj.ci"ary.households were collected
during the course of one round of field survey conducted
during April-May 1981 for the reference period 1979-80.
The data for various S'L in the State were collected
with the help of schedules devised for SFL. These data
were collected by holding personal interview with the
concerned officials, ~ a



CHAPTER : II

S0IL TESTING SERVICE IN
RAJASTHAN

The following aspects have been discussed in this
chapter : (i) working of soil testing service in
Rajasthan, (ii) working of Sriganganagar soil testing
laboratory particularly with reference to Sriganganagar.
district and tehsil. ' E

I

Working of Soil Testing Service in Rajasthan

1

State Level Qrganization : At State level the Jt., . .

Director, Agriculture (Soil Survey) is in-charge of this
unit, He is assisted by Dy, Director, Agriculture
(Quality Control & Soil Survey) who has been proviged
with the required staff for this cell. The Dy. Director,
Agriculture looks after the working of various soil
testing laboratories (Stationery) and mobile testing
van in the State. There are 4 soil testing laboratories
situated in different parts of the State and one mobile
van which lies at Jalpur and covers almost the entire
State, The detalls of location and area of juridication
of different soll testing laboratories in the State has
been provided in Table IT.1. In the initial years (1958
to 1960) the facility of soil testing service in the -
State was started with the aid of Govermment of India.
Hence, the first soll testing laboratory (STL) was
established at Jodhpur in 1958 and thereafter subsequent

STLs at Jaipur, Kota and Sriganganagar were established
in 1968-69,




Working of the Different Laboratories in the State :

Table I1.2 provides infomation pertaining to amnnual
soil’iié’sti‘ng éapacity and actual soil samples tested
by the four laboratories during 1960-61 to 1979-80.
This table shows that soil testing service has made
considerable progress starting from 5000 samples to be
tested per annum in 1960-61 to 90,000 per amum. The
actual number of soil samples tested has increased from
7569 in 1960-61 to 80545 in 1979-80. However, since
1975-76 onwards the actual achievement is below the
target in the State. |

Laboratory-wise Working during the last 5 years’
(1975-76 to 1979-80) :. Table II. 3 provides data about
the installed capscity ang sotyy sijigation gf each
1aboratory during 19‘75-'792,shown by the Durgapur soil
testing laboratory with 108 per cent capacity utiliza.
tionduring the five year period, The capacity
ui;ilizaﬁion was the lowest in case of Sriganganagar soil
{;e's’{:ing laboratory (71 per cent). The capacity utiliza-
tion for all laboratories put together was about 88

per cent for the five ycar period.

:.-Co-ordin“atiOn + The -success of this programme largely

dépends on the co-operation of the extension staff with
the STL in collecting the 'soil samples scientifically
from farmers field and thereafter in explaining the soil
testing recommendations to the farmers., At all levels,
i.e. at State level as well as at laboratory level it
.wag found that co-ordination between these two agencies
“was rather poor. ' '

The Need for Raising Soil Testing Capacity : Table II.2

-shows that the soil testing service has got momentum in
the State during last five years. This service could get



further momentum by reducing the area of juridication
for each laboratory., Data provided in Table IL. %
reveals that about 71 per cent of the total number of
tehsils served by all the laboratories lie at a’.
distance of more than 100 kms. Secondly, as a result
of longer distance of tehsils from SIL, the bulk of the
soil samples are from nearby tehsil or district (see
Table II,7), Hence, larger number of farmers can be -
covered under this service by establishing either more
of stationery SIL or mobile wvan.

The Need to have Extension Cell with STL : Though the

progress with respect to soil samples to be tested has
been satisfactory, its qualitative impact remains .,
unexplored. Are the soil samples coliected scientifi-
cally ? Whether the farmers follow the recommendations.
or not ? What benefits are achieved by those who follow
the recommendations ? Why some farmers are not follow-
ing the recommendations ? These questions remain
unexplored. Mo provision for this has been made e:l.ther
at the State level or at laboratory level to look into
the follow-up work of soil testing.

The State level officiais f®Xthat each'leboratory
should be strengthened by providing a small extension
cell to look after the follow up work. Thus, the

laboratory staff would be in direct contact with the
farmer community,

IT

Working of Sriganganagar Soil Testing Laboratory
(S5TL)

Significance of SSIL : During the iast five years this

laboratory has analysed about 70,000 soil samples. These
samples revealed that nutrient K, i,e. potash is now
declining in Sriganganagar district soil year after year
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(for details see Table II.5), Before five years its
percentage was high. It has been reduced to medium
level and it may decline further to lower level., Thus,
there is a need to apply nutrient K along with other

. nutrients required for the crop. Even the research
~farm results bas also indicated that if 4 kgs./hect.
of nutrient K is applied, the yield of wheat can
increase _by'about 1 to 2 quintals per hectare, This
laboratory has made a useful contribution in this
district by indicating the need of nutrient K in the
soil., The farmers are advised to use ’required level
of potash for the crop {as per recommendation of SSTL)
so that plants can be saved from pest and diseases.

Working of Sripganganagar Soil Testing Laboratory(SSTL)

Adninistrative Set;-up and"Cov"eragc\: The soil testing

laboratory at Sriganganagar was established in 1968-69.
' Its area of operation since the beginning included
Sriganganagar, Churu, Bikener and Jhunjunu districts.
“In the recent :}ears (1979-80 and 1980-81) the Churu,

- 3lkar and Jhunjunu have been attacked with ' Durgapura'
laboratory. Water test has also been carried out in
this soil testing 1aboratory.

Y ! G

The annual capacity of testing the soil sample in
~the year 1979-80 was 20, 000 and the per day maximum .
capacity is 100. :

Staffing Pattern Assistant Agricultural Chemist 1s

in-charge of this soil test:ing laboratory,.  He is -
assisted by one researéh assistant, one junior soil
_analyst and three laboratory assistants in addition to
required administrative staff for the laboratory. The
- details can be seen in Table II,6.
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Suitable changes in the staff pattern may' be
required to take up follow up work of soil test
recommendations for the beneficiary farmers and also-
to impart traimng to panchayat level and village
level staff regarding the scientific method of soil
sample collection as well for explaining the recommen-'
~ dation of soil tests after converting suggested N, P,
K to a particular brand of fertilizer: o

i) The post of Assistant Chemist Soil Test
(Class I) shoyid be considered for
up-gradation as Dy, Director for soil testing

. and this post be sultably strengthened by

providing the assistance of three Assistant
S0il Officers (Chemistry)., Of the three
Assistant ‘Soil Officers, one will be in-charge
of te_chnical or an‘aiy'biCal work in the labora-
tory, while other two will look after follow-up
work for recommendation to beneficiary farmers.

11) Two laboratory mssistants attached to each
Assistant Soil Testing 0fficer should be
provided as supporting extension staff for the
eollection of soil sampless

Re gearch
iii)At panchayat samiti level 4ssistant Agriculture/

Officer should be posted who will gudde the

extengion st- ff far collﬁcting the 8511 sample
scientiﬂcally.

Equipment : For the analysis of micro-mutrient 1ike
Zn, Fe and Forone facility in terms of implements,
machinery and chemical required should be provided in
the laboratory. This is essentia]l particularly because
the crop pattern of the dlstrict has undergone signi fi-
cant change. Crops like wheat, sugarcane angd sugarbit

would require above-mentioned tests which are at present
not carried out in the laboratory.
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"Secondl.y, facility of generator would help to
operate the machinery in the absence of electric
power, Moreover, it is necessary to replace cld
:i.mplements at the end of every five years.

Vehicle :

At present one petrol jeep has been provided.
With the given _buciget for petrol, the mobility of the}"ﬂ
staff for ABC trisls, fertility surveys and for
follow-up work is restricted. Therefore, there is a
need to provide atleast two diesel vehicles to the
laboratory instesd of one petrol wvehicle. 4s a result
the operating cost may increase marginally, but it
would enable the laboratory to undertake its work
relating to the ABC trials, fertility survey and
follow up work ‘rnﬁblp'e‘ vigofqusly.

Performance of SSIL

The performance of SSITL during 1975 to 1979
with ressect to number of soil Sample testeg, toe
crop-wise .soil semple tested, monthly arrival and
despetch of . soil scmples may be examined, In addition
to this the detsils of ABC plots conducted in 1979-80
‘'has also been discussed. The above analysis has been
carried out with reference to : (i) performence of
i SSTL as a whole, (ii) Srigunganezgar district and
- 8riganganagzr tehs:tl.

~ Soil Samples Tested

In Table II.7 information pertazining to soi
sample tested at SSTL and its bresk up for Srigenga-
nagar district and for szme tehsil has been provided.
This informmation is for the period 1975 to 1979.
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The table shows that axcept 1977 and 1979 in all
other three years the soil samples tested were below
the set target (15,000)., Secondly, of the soil samples
tested some soil samples are directly collectz2 by
laboratory staff to nrepsre svil fertility nen. Their
share was in the range of 34 to 54 per cent; while
gshare of ssmples from BDO was in the range of 4 to
6l per cent, But excepiing 1978, year aft-r ywar the
extant of scil sacples sont throusn Blo in the total
soil se-ple is decreasing. This is particularly due
to wezk coordination between 1aborat6ry staff =nd
BIn's staff. This can be Improved by sstablishing
better coordination between these two agencies.

The table shows that excepting 1977 (40%) and
1979 (40%) the sitare of Sriganganagar district in
the totsl samples tested was around 60 per cent,
whefeas the share of Sriganganagar tehsil varied in
the range of 1% 6 per cent in 1977 to 43.9 per cent
in 1978, Thus, the share claimed by Srigsnganager
district as well by Sriganganagar tehsil was highest
as compured to obler districts and tehsils which ,
fall usdsr tze Juridicstion of this laboratory, This
1s partly due to nearness of SSTL. It is also aue to
the fuet tihet thils district ang steheil -ro DICEIC~
gsilve in culidlvetion and Lhey heve 2 sound irrigution
base which induced them to use more of fertiligzers
as compar=d to other districts eng tehsils,

Crop~wisz Soil Samvles

The crop-wise detsils of soil samples tested
has been furnished in Table II,8, The table shows
that by and large (excebting 1976 and 1977) the
highest hunber of soil samples tested were carried

-----—---—----------------

Fbr mrbilizer use see Table II, 9.
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out for cotton followed by wheat other crops did not
reveal any trend, However, they included, in oraer of
nunerical importancs, sugarbit, sugarcane and bajri.
The number of soil samples for these crops has sub-
stantially declined from 1975 to 1979.

Arrivel end Despatch of_;‘_ﬁo'ilSamnie

" Tables II,10 and II, 11 provide month-wise infox-
mation about arrival and despatch of soil swmples in
the SSTL during 1575 to 1979, The following conclu-
sions are drawn from these tables : .

The major share of the total number of soil
samples arTived ab 1a‘b0ratory' during tae MOTT s of
March, 4pril, May, Septenber, ‘October and November.
The proportion of soil sumpies during these months
varied from 71 per cert in 1978 to 92 per cent in
1979. The provortion of soil Samples despztched from
the laboratcry during the above months (except June
and September) varied from 79, per cenb in 1976 to 90
per cent in 1979, The arriva“.L and deSpatch of soll
samples from the lsborztory wes g =ner.a11y concéntra-
ted during pre-kharif and pre-rabl pericds. Between
the two periods, the bulk of the arrival and despatch
" of soll samples from the 1aboratory was during
pre-kharif period. .

Table II. 412 provides data on number of soil
samples desputched from SSTL as ageinst the arrival
of soil samples in the laboratory during the same
months,

” Thig table shows that,. except :I.n July 1975, in
all other years for the following months viz., May,
June, July, August, November (except November, 1979)
and December the hu'mber-{bf soil samples despatched
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was higher t;han'fqi‘ arrival. This was because the
laboratory cleared of tle work load of previous
months, This indicates that results of soil testing
were nbt despatched in time prior to sowing in
kharif and robhl seasons. There 1s no justification
for such delzy because in no month laboratory suaff
had to exert more for testing the soil swmles beyond
its capacity (100 samples per day)..Thus, there is.
considerzble scope for ninimising the period of celay
in despubching the soil ssmples from labtoratory:

T b

ABC trials conduweted in 1979-80

Table II,13 provides information pertaining to

ABC gemonstration trials condueted in 1979-80 in the
Stzte, The objective of the soil testing is to B
achieve b.lanced fertilizer use so as to obtein .
higher profit pcr hectare of cultivated land. Thi's ,
is clearly evidenced from the results cited in Table
II,13 for net profit achieved : (i) without fertila.zer

se, (ii) as per departmental recommendation, and
(iii) es per soll testing recommendations,

- T

The triebs were conducted for the follm-::i.ng four
crops : (1) wheat, (2) paddy, (3) jowar, and (&) =
cotton (Bikaneri nerma). In all tle crops and in each
variety of wheat the per hectare net profit wes
higher in cese of nrnctices based on soil test than
on genersl departmental rscomnendationy: :!.n all
varieties wheat (excepting Raj 921 wheat) and other
crops. The difference in per hectare net profit, was |
more attractive. It varied from K. 195 per hectare in
case of cotton (Rikaneri nerma) to k.708 'for paddy.
In the case of wheat (excepting wheat Raj 921) it
varled from k.226 for Kalyansona (¢onducted gt .
government farm bundi) to k.573 for the game variety
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(but trial conducted at Kachadi Kota)., Thus, the
results of research conducted under these three
different conditions proved that use of goil testing
recommendation has a significant positive impact on
net profit,

Cost per Soil Sample Tested

Table II.1% provides information:regarding cost
per soil sample tested with two different components
viz. (i) variable cost, and (ii) total cost (variable
+ fixed). These data have been analysed separately
for samples tested for cultivators and for labora-
tories and cultivators togather, If the sample
" collected by laboratory staff are not taken into
account, the cost per soll' sample sent through BID and
cultivators is higher. The expected normal cost per
soil sample tested is arrived st by considering the
soll samples collected by laborstory sl'.af'f to .brepare
soil map of the district. Secondly, if both types of
samples are considered.togather, the amount granted
from time to time is found to be inadequate looking
to increase in the samples and also the price rise
taking place year after year.

IIT

Problems of Soil Testing Service

.Fﬂuigme nts '

Many equipments owneéd ,by the 1aboratory' are quite
0ld. Such equipmerts should be replaced considering 5
years as the average 1ife for equipments in the labo-
ratory.
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Insurficient budget :

The prese.nt ‘budget provision for this programme
-is inadequate. The budget per soil sample tested is
more or 1ess static as compared to increase in the
price of materials and equipments required in the
laboratory. Hence budget provision shoulid be made
keeping in view the increase in the price-of materisls
and equipments required for the laboratory.

Seasonal inflow of sampies :

The trend of infiow of samples 1s seasonal and,
as a result, soll sample testing and despatch of
recommendations before sowing season becomes diffi-
cult. The need for establishing additional laborstories
and/or raising the capacity of existing laboratories
should be examined keeping in view the seasonal. -
workload.

Mobility problem :

Looking to wide Juridication of the laboratory,
and the need for supervision of follow up work of
soil test recommendation, provision of only one jeep
1s insufficient. There should be atleast two jeeps,
one can be used at the headquarbgr for supervision,
while second can be ubilized for follow up work such
as demonstration plots and to attend cluster meetings
in different. villages. Mobile testing van should also
be provided in t he potential district, JTh:l.s arrange-

mert would help to cover large area in a stipulatead
timel

~ Problem of targets :

The achievement of targets depends on two
agencles, viz., (1) the extension staff who ‘send soil
samples to the laboratory, and (ii) laboratory staff
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who test the soil samples and make.recommendations,
It was reported that whatever soil samples were
received from extension staff were sent %o cultiva-
tors after making necessary test and recommendation.
Therefore, any lag in -achieving targets is due to

the extension gstaff who send inadequate number of
samples to the laboratory as against set targct.

The efficiency of the laboratory should be consi-
dered on the basis of number of soil samples received
from extension staff and the number of samples tested.

Coxmnﬁnication of result's to cultivators ¢

4t present the reports of soil :.é'amples tested
are sent directly to concerned VLW through BID.
Thereafter VLW is supposed to explain the results and
recomméndation_s to the farmers concerred. However,
field :lteretstt gftigxr‘lr aci:gagzér%g% out 'fozl' 't'hj'l.s sbqu_
revealed shas not worked sa isfactorily. It is,
therefore, suggested that the soil sample reports
should be sent directly to cultivators. This woulad
involve considerable postal expenditure, If the
postal authorities provide concession for this useful
social service, this work is likely to be facilitated.
If it is de_ciged to send the reports directiy, the
form of ‘the réport should be simplified so that
farmers can'easily understand then,

Extension of laboratory :

Looking to the change in crop pattern with the
introduction of new crops like sugarcane, sugarbit
and also other crops such as wheat and fodder, the
micro-nutrient test like Zn, Fe and Boron are requlired
respectively. Laboratory facility for such micro-
-nutrient test should be created.
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Problem of co-brdination :

Lack of co-ordination is repo_rt ed between labo- -
ratory staff and extension staff. Better co-ordination
between these two agencies should help in improving
coverage of soll testing, Its qualitative effect on

the agrlcultural economy is also llkely to be sligni-
ficant.

Rectricity problem :

Absence ofélectricity dlsturbs the work of soil
sample test in the laboratory. 4n electric generator
should be provided to overcome this difficulty.

Problem of s'baff' :

effectjEpresent staff is not inadequate; However,
/901l testing service needs thorough follow up work and
for this a small "extension cell" should be attached
to laboratory.

Suggestion about popularity to ST service :

To make soil testing service more pOpul-aI' and
effective the soil sample test should be made compul- |
~sory for those farmers who participate in denoris’cra..
tion plots, crop cutting harvest competetion, hybrid
seed production plots programme ete. '
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_ Tablez IT.l

Area of Jurldicytion of d1fferent Soil Testing Laboratorles
i.n Rajasthan.

Brv Lavoratoriss . .Apes OF. Juridl-. ] Du:inq 197980
-No. located at Tt catioE o e e -
_ ' District Tehsils No.of D4, s’cant
| Tehsils village
: covemd Served
ST T tin "k ¢)
—-——---------m---_----——-—-'_‘.h“—_-" . ---H—M .
1 Jaipur ‘ 5 T 52 22 i
- o (19i.2) (26.5) (17.4)
2 Jodhpur | 11 72 54 550
- PuE . (a2.4)  (36.7) (42.9) ‘
3  Kota - T 38 235
' : (19.2)° (1_9_.9) (30.2) - ™
4 Sriganganagar 5 33 12 200
5 Total | 26 -5 196 126 =
) (100.0) = (100.0) (100.0)

: SOurce' Office of the Dy.Director {Quality Control 8. So:.l
Survey) Agriculture, Jaipurs

: Note-: Flgures in brackets indicate percentage t§ total.s
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. ’|' .

. I
Working.of.Sdil Iestlngﬁlabpretorles An. Baaasthan during 1960»79-
ST, Year. - Nos :AESGSE‘ZSSECiiyl No,of soil ?&wNQTOE-WQFEr
Nol T ot Ty Tiatt dena T LLERT OTE
‘rato. . NO- ?36.0-61 Sample Index Sample Index
_ ries: 110 = No. Nos " Noe Noso.
e e 1960~ 1960
mivein e T e TS U N “Bl=. ...... - Bl=.
e e i e e e e e S TR 3
1 1960=61 1 ~ 5000 -100 7569 100 431 . - 300
2 1961-62 -1 - 5000 - 190 8233 109 820 120
3 1962063 1 ~ S000 100 9180 120 345 80
4 1963-64 1 5000 100 9703 128 = 466 108
5 1964=65 1 10000 - 200 13710 1sl 500 116
6 1965#66 1 10000 200 14012 185 302 .70
7 1966-67 1 10000 - 200 16268 215 A6 94
8 1967-68 1 10000 200 . 16873 = 223 305 71
9 1968469 4 25000 500 25955 343 1219 283
10 1969470 4 30000 600~ 31594 417 1275 296
1L 1970=71 4 50000 1000 57281 757 1503 349
12 197172 5 60000 1200 67631 894 1405 326
13 1972273 5 70000 1400 . 70218 928 - 1315 30
. 14, 1973=74 5 70000 © 1400 ' . 70810 936 1205 280
15 1974=75 5 70000 1400 .. 71106 939 1353  3l4
16 1975-76 5 90000 1800 72753 961 ¢ 1445 335
17 1976=77 S5 90000 1800 80889 1069 1399 3%
18 1977}_78 5 90000 1800 83642 1106 1406 326
19 197879 5 90000 18CO 75878 1002 690 160
20 1979-80 S5 90000 1800 80545 1064 1788 415

—-—--——-—uu--

Sourcet Office of the Dy.Director (Qualit Control & S
Survey), Agrilculture, Jaipur. Y rol & Soil



Tablé II.3
Year- wlse Capac1ty~Targets andeohmGVEmeat in«different Laboratoryvf R e R IINE L

. e Py g S D IR D R iy P e S P G e e T e :??'?‘?'-?'—'.#?"'Hw”"""ﬁ?-. ﬁq—qmp—-ﬁ---—_lﬂ—'l!'th S =
Sre. Name of the Fixed -~ oo ¥B@lw-. vo o mene s s e e Efflcacw{ .
T ey W T Ll - - > P -—---!'!---I-"‘—-----H-"ﬁl- e R B
No. laboratory  targets ygIiTIET T 1976mT7 . 107778 1978479 197580 5u§;ggs as
g g T T T T g Ty T
1 STL Dyrgas . 20000 %1788 %1433 2549 20858 9640 .- 108
pura (Jaipur) 108.94) 107kl6) - (112v)  (112.29) (. 98.20)
2 Mobilevan, 10000 8240 ' 10850 8036 6603 9258 86
Durgapura (82.40) (108.:50) (80.36) (66.03) (92.58)
(Jaipur) - . . \
3 STL Jodhpur 20000 17278 20144 . © 21631 18248 17660 90
_ (86.39) (100.72) - (108.16) (9I.24) (88.30) S
4 STL Kota, 20000 111222 15210 15471 16005 17795 77
- (56:11) (76 .06) (77.36) (84.53) (88.98)
5 STL Sri- 20000 14225 13252 15955 11664 16192 = T1
ganganagar (71.12) (66 +26) - (7978)  (58422) ° (80.96)
6 Total 90000 72753 80889 83642 75878 - 90545 88
T ﬁﬁwwqﬁneseqssaqﬁqw(sgvsséqﬂ«qr-691.82) ﬁ(84-3i)w~ﬁ(89149°v«--.-ﬂwﬂw--

- - - - - P S L

--—-——-—----'———--—-—u-—--————--—-'-——-—‘—# --——Hiﬂ--—-—--—nu——-— —— - -

Source: Office of the Dy.Director (anlity Control & Soil Survey) Agrlculture Jampur.

Note : Figures in brackets in columns (4), (5), (6), (7) and (8) are the percentages
with respect to column (3).
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Frequency Distribution of Tehsils Covered (1n 1979-80)

according te Dmstance from STL. R ERERER e
§;:- Elgtanzg-- ) Laboratories located at = 7 Total
No. (Kms.) Jalgur Jodhpur Kota Srlgan_ o
:_. ‘v . :.:',-'-',.,'_‘I_. -------- -. . vy —-. S e s e s oamy ganagar

- A - I e S Y R - g S T Ty W g gy, Py 8 S P T A B Ty, s e - iy e iy Tay

1 Upto 20 Kiss . 4 1 2, 1 8
(1840) (1.9) (s.3) (8.3)  (6.3)

2 21 to 50 1 1 2 - TR 2
o | (a.6) (1.9) (5.3} (25.0) (5u6)
3 51tolo0 3 6 - 9 = 3" 21
. ' (13107) (llol) gy (23'-6:) (25 -0) (.].607)
4 101 to200 14 21 20, 2 58 -
. 5 201 & above '.__ 5. - 4 3" 32
, (46!03 ) (.1.0[06) N (25[00) (25'04)
6 Overall 22 54 88 ' 12 126
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)

- Note? Flgures in Brackets indicate percentage to total.
Source- Respective Soil Testing Laboratory.



Table Hy II 05

- -I-—--— -

————————-_———————"' —_——-——.————

Sr«No. Panchayat Samiti - ---. ---w-:w----. .  Years w_*“v

T S S il vt S ol A SR A 0 e (G i A TP S s e T Sult ek e O P NP S W WL VUN S B SIS Ay SER PR S Y
e v e .:.:.;:._AEZ&:‘P_.;;;;:;. dOTRRTe i L ARTONTT L
R S M H-- L. M - H -“L . M----H--
- '_'"." AT e ‘7.7 RS - S ARSI (¢ RS ¥ Ay
1. Sriganganagar : o :- - 166—-“-'_-'- ) : EOO ..2 3-:7 N 961 -
2. Hanumangadn - - 100 - - 100 - Lel~ 9849
3. Sri Karanpur - - 10 = - 100 - Je2r 799.8
4+ Padampur ; 2.1 ¢ 9749 E ; 100 lq-' - . 100
5. Raisinghnagar - D2 998 = 35 9665 =  2.0° .98.0
6. Sadulshahar - R T - 100 - = ' 100
7+ Nauhar - - - 100 - - _loo = - 100
8. Mndara .. ‘ -ug ' o 98 2 . - 100 - - 100..

L3 4!:‘

9" "'&imtga-d}}""r*"rﬁ O e e L ----u—r-.-.-;_m-' -q-.4-,-r-v-r--|1-|4-r-r --98-.2-1-1--!‘1- -r-rl-.&-:-"rga‘-‘s

o= e T A T L P R I P e e Ao M e W ol e Lmm omim mia ket o Bkt W R e (e I L L

bl o dad o T L R T TR —e—

- — N Tl g P tynd il N fh DU -t P b e

Contd....



"3+ Sri Karenpur

"5+ Raisinghnagar

LR e L R T e I

za'h]ig;'lﬂ']::"sr"?ggnag':;; L . B - -~ R e T e R
Sr, Panchayat "~Samiti- --- -~ -1977-78--- ------ v --JOFLYQ--r-. -~ - AyeTrage
N g« 7o v e s e e e e T T g I T T T s e e e

ey S s S PO e o e S e R g S N S By Sy P M B S Ty Ty R T Y (e S Y g T Sy e T e S T g Bt T By g -

1. Stiganganagar ol 24 . T542 02 2542 7446 16:400

8.3 . 9L 2. 2743 70.6 4480

2 . Hanumangadh Nn,1 : 2.9 77+l 05 13 +6 8611 8 60

4. Padampur -

RN Rl

- - - - - - e w -t -

P b b St B By S S P iy My e S D S R e D e S e T Mgy G S

L = Low, M = Medium, 'H .= High:

- Source ¢ Soil “Testing Laboratory, Sfigangahagar,' Ra jasthan.

[

R

" 6. Sadulshahar - 3748 6292 - 2.0 98.0  8.90
" 7. Nauhar - 32.7. 6743 = - loo 7:440

8+ Mandara - 93 90,7 I = S
9+ Suratgadh.-~ ... . v BB B THAT o n n a8 i 92u0r 45420 .
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Table II6
Details about Staff Pattern of Sringanagar STL.

Statffing Pattern dn_the year 1980 o el ool i

s e g e T g mer Y am e n e wm omm en m E T o WA A e g, M g

1 _ Asstt. Agricultural Ch.émis£ 1
‘F_-i)_esfearch Agsistant
3 vnior Soi.‘lfd;;A‘ nalyst
: Upper Division Clerk
Lower Division Clgrk
L Labe Assistant |

4 0 0N W N
T N S o

~ Driver

m

Class IV _ 4

L R T . T T T T A TR R I e T B T . 2 2 1
- ke W -

f e mr owr ow . v we m e By . b amr e omt mr e kv W e e mm oA W dew E g
-— o, A — e ot E S ¥ o ey SE S s emm W s
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Table II.’I
Details -@bout No. of 5011 Sample Tested during 1957 to 1979
at- Shrlganganagar S?L w A T e
"'"'-"_"--""'":':".":'-'."'."T".".".".".'-'.::77?::%;;;7'.‘:'.?’-. T “-.:‘
LQGatlQR A e e e e e -— BePre --—-- -...,.,_,-.I RN
R "I97-5 e 1‘7'75 19'7'7- IWG _:_;;;"zgj‘z;;_:_;
.Sriganga- 3759 2897 2334 5122 3540
nagar ¢ (26.43) (21.86)  (14.63) (43.91), (21.86)
2-SrigangéL otg7 7730 6ATS 7317 T 7399
nagar :

dist r‘.LC‘h :( 64 002) (58 «33 ) (40 058) (62 073) (45069 )

3.Sriganga-
nagar - .
Labora= ' '
tory A: - 9153 7730 . 7962 _ 7627 | 7492
(64.34) (58433)  (49.90,) (65.39) (46427)
B: 5072 8522 7993 4037 8700
(35u66) (al.67Y  (s0L10) (34461) (53.73)
Total: 14225 13252 15955 "'11664_ 16192
SO IOO-OO TI0000 T T 10000 T 10040077 1006007

- s S Vil DA Sy g WP SN W Ty T

Source: Soil Testing Laboratory, Sriganganagar, Ragasthan.

Note: Figures in wrackets indicate percentage to total soil
samplegof Sringanagar Soil Testing Laboratory.

A = No. of soil samples whlch were sent through B.D.0. and

... farmers.

B = No.of soil samples which were collected by ST Laboratory
itself to preparrs soil map.
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iable H
Crop- W1se Soil Samples Tested during 1975 to 1979 at Srlnga-
nganagar Seil- Iestinquatoratorym.q"ﬁu e aemy e ey o e -
Sr. Name of the o Mear e
Nos " Crops " JI9TST N TA976 N I9TT ! .._-__.1.97&_ "1979 -
L. Sugarcane 744 163 311 1615 358
(8.13) (2.11) (4.01) (21.17) ( 4.75)
2. Cotton 4506 3293 - 2920 3047 _ 3884
_ -~ (49.23) (42.60) (37.63) (51.73) (51.50)
3. Bajra 519 539 956 445 194
: (5,67 ) € 6.97) (12.31). ( 5.83) ( 2.57)
4. Sugarbit 1408 122 560 190 175
(15i.38) (158) (7.22) | 2.49) ( 2.32)
5, Wheat 1952 3613 3013 1415 2920
v .(21.33) (46.74) (38.83) (18.56) (38.73)
6.+ Paddy ' 24 4 - 15 . 10
(0.2) | (0.20) (0.13)
7 Total 9153 7730 ' 7760 7627 754l
ARSI AT muee-eo;(mo.ew (19@-0@)(190:.09) ~(~;100~eo)

Source: Soil Testlng Laboratory, Sriganganagar, Réjasthan.
Note: Figures in brackets indicate percentag'e to total



'I:able E[I-og ) _
Distribution of Feptil_izer in Sriganganagar Distric'te_.

Sr.  Year . Gross -- ._: "'-‘“m"ﬁgénéF ?a'?ﬁiféé' S RSRRIARE T
No. cropped o P e B s e e o T e A L S e
e e e He&'h-c)-' MwTentqakgsﬂiect~ - -M1T6§1- e - Kgs/Hect- mﬁ-- : -—-Kgﬁsﬂ-leo'bu
1 197172 - 12702 & | 835 - Tsw T
2 1972-73 1701824 14387 8445 1947 L4 629 ouat
3 1973274 1810153 12858 7407 005 La1 | 53 0429
4 1974=75 1400930 13099 9435 ~ 1082- 0T T kT gao
5 197576 1497943 23097  IS.42 1789 119 4714 O.32
6 1576}17 1623871 26607 "_:1,6:'.3_3 - 3604 2422 . - 1006 . 0s62
7 197778 1363429 32848 24410 4455 31027 1138 0.83
8 1976-79 1716810 37869 2206 4527 264 1220  .0.7L
9. .A9.7.9.‘:@Q.. o AGOSTOT, 39203 2T2 0992 A9 ATEL L 07T

Sources District Stat:.stlcal Abstract Srmganagar District, pp. 97.

8¢ -



Ighlg 11.10
Monthwise Arriwval of_ So:Ll Samples dur'lng 1975 'to_'l972 at Sriganganagar So:.l '_I"esting

Labogatory ' ” 7 ; . JIIIIrrrIlno

-y e ..=_=..=..=..=-=-—--—-.---....-....._....... = ...—........_...-_-...-..n.._.=...—,.:-_-_-..=1.=-..=-=.m.e;—.=_=-=_-.a=-.—--.--

I?g: .h!'itD.r‘!‘Eh“ . oo — T “‘““‘“‘““‘ s
l.January 138 1.51 5 0.06 Ll O.14 .1.90 2249 99 1.32
z,Fébruary 261  2.85 - - - 1402 18.38 106 1.41
_3.March 612 . 6.68 565  7.31 - 1026 12.89 712 9.33 697 9usb
4 April 1734 1895 1133 14.40 1557 19156 1847 24,22 1673 22433

. 5.May 2254 24.63 1753 22.68 658 . 8.2 1307 17.13 1582  21.12
6-+June 111 'L.21 161  2.08 687 . 8.62 %5 3.7 227 31403
7.July 548 =499 360  4.66 1034 12,99 295 3.87 60 080
8.August 63 069.- 36 047 75 094 . Bl  0.67 27 0436
9.September 628  6.86 211 - 273 - .« 168 220 .- 298 3498

10.0ctober  ,1939 2L.18° 1695 21.93 1363 1712 1111 14.58 1183  15.80
.- llNovember 787  8.60 193 19.31 1413 17.7 256 3.36 1459 | f19.47'
12.December 78 0485 338 4.37 138 *'Lg3 23 0.30 81 1.08'
13.Total """ ‘9153 "10000 7 7730 10000”79627 10000 7627 100.60*” 749277 ' 100300"
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Source ¢ Soil Testing laboratory, Sriganganaaar, Rajasthan
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Sonthew se DESpatch of Soil Samples during 1975 to 1979 at Srlganganagar Do1l lesting -
Laboratory ‘ ) X ) L ST L e e
S ot T T T T T T e e
No. o e e ey e ey e Py 0 iy ey --r-r-nr-vs------v-r-r-r-!-w---r-'"'v"'“""""r"""?"""‘""""f'-"?'-""
2 L ASTE L AT L8 LD T
“I.Janvary 138 151 5 0.6 1L 0.4 182 2439 99 k32
2.February 170 1.86 - - - - 16 ‘Ce21 5 0.07
3March 486 5.31 455 5.89 140 1».76 1922 25.D 456 6 «09
4oApril 836  9.68 , 578 7.48 1257 15279 1150 . 15.08 - 1648  22.00
5.May 2770 "0.26 2045  26.45 1500 18.84 1940 25144 1564 201488
6 June 660  7.21 442 5272 745 9436 357  4.68 604 8.5
7.July 328 3458 390 5.05 1118 14.04 355 4465 65  0.87
8.August 268 2.93° 178 .01 238 2499 104 1.36 29 Gie39
9.September 483 |  5.33 21 027 -~ = - 76  1l.00 191  2.55
10.0ctober 1101 12,03 1215 15.71 559 - 7w0L 687 - 9.0l 1002 -13.36
1l.November. 1642 17.94 1375  17.79 1988 24.97. 747 . 9.9 1385 18449
12.December - 216 2.36 1126 1457 406 5.10 9L 1.9 444,  5.93
135Ttdl 70779155 06100 TI7730" " 100%007 7962 100007 " “752731"16@.‘2@" 492100400

Source: 01I Testing Laboratory, Sriganganagars Rajasthanes
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Jable IIL12
Monthwise Percentage of Soil Samples Despatchgd as Against the No. of soil Samples .
""" 7‘§ "£0°19797 3t "Srigangdnagar Soil ‘Testing Laboratdry.s
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Source: 5011 Testing- I.aborntory, Srlganganagar, Ra;asthanﬂ _
-'nples despatched

_ Notes A =NG. of-soil samples- arrived.
= B/A 'x 100

B = No.of ;seil ¢

.Iahlﬁ-I.I-!lz Q.an;dcqq—. - ey e e e LI e R R AR S S L L LR
S _"SZZZZZE?T%%"ZZZZZZZ-ZZ? T :_';.,,”__','f;;f
- - : A Y-SR : A oA
"'"""'""'"""""""""""""""‘"'"""‘-"‘!'"H’-r"'r'!"r'r'-r—"'-!'-r-r-r--r-r-r-r-r-'r--r'r-w-r---r—--v--r-'-r_-—_--:.-r-v-'-r-v-r--r-'r
e e e e o e
1.January 190 182 ‘¢B5.79 ;,99... 99 100400 .
2.February 1402 16 1.4 ., 106. .. 5 "o
3 .March 712 1922  269.94 - 697.. 456 65:42 -
4.April 1847 1150 6226 1673, 1648 98.51 -
5 JMay 1307 1940  148.43 1582 1564 9886 .
_6.4June 265 357  134.72 -227. 604 266.07
7.July 295 355  120.34 , 60  65.- 10883 .,
8.August 51 104 203.92 .27 ... B 107,441,
9'«September 168 76 45.24 - 298, ... 191 64.09 .
.10.0ctober 1111 687  61.84;1183, .. 1002 8470 ;.
11 .November 256 747 291180 ..1459. .. 1385 94193 ...
12.December 23 o1 39565 . BL, . 444 £48.14 -
A3 Total - Tih 76277627 21000017492y T49Z - 100%0~+~
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able 3 ) L
Data_ 'ak {lj't' A, "B, C Demonstration Trials” conductea ‘Buring” 1979-80 in” Bajﬁstﬁan. “ o

b4

Sre Name of the Trial Lo tion at Trgat- Yzeld -C'c-as{of ferm Y’-eld °f
NQ'.---. .erp-!-.-. Yo e e e w e a NQQ-, PRI TR TR vmp e Ta e »'--.ment. . Qtl-’ﬂ-lect’ t:‘lisers ----- ﬂrain
A - | - .RsaMHa s/Hae..
w-iw-.-e-:':'::-e.-a!::-.-v-..,-.-':':-!r-. R .!'."-:--'rt-:-:!.--':'zer-.-!r:. w.q-r-s.. b bs T-:-Eg----‘r:-’-rTPE?-‘?“-,.-:-_-:--T-—‘S-T.”T:' '
1. Wheat (Kalyan Sona) 1 Ramba sera A 1050 - . 122850
: : {Thalawar) B 21.00 4661-70 2457 400
Wheat (Kalyan-=Sona) 2 Kachari A 25 .00 - ‘I.'_ ' . 2925 .00.
{ Kota) B 37.00 429:420 43291400 -
- C 4250 ) 499,50 . 4972400
Wwheat (Raj 921}% 3 Govt. Famm, A 8.0 e 596 .70
Kalya npur B 19.74 466.030 2309 .50
' ~Jhalawar C 20410 493L30 . 235170 -
Wheat (Kalyan Sona) 4 Govt«Farm A 15 .25 T o - . 178425
Chaterpura B 28.37 466 «30 3319430
Bundi- C- 30:25 ' 460-.10 3539 .25
2+ Paddy (Jaya) i “haker-Khedi A 40,10 ' 511250
Kota B 47 .00 : 601 .66 5875400
: - . - C 52 «75 611479 6593175
3. Jowar {(CH§-5) 1 Govt .Farm A 8412 . 1019 .00
. Chaterpura B 20.62 409+ 29 257 .60
=Pundi C _ 25400 419,59 3150
4. Cotton {Bikaneri 1 Sriganga= .  AK 258,00 34000 1275'.00
A -nerma) o ) N _Wnagarr . i B L 310-00 . _550 000 L 1.550.-00 )
T e e A R e e e 0 T T TS0 T 1950000

COn‘l:d *e 2



I—Eglé;i:;:l;é:é?éaé;::; R i e B R T e B e T T T R I I P B P T e B s T e B T e 2 Bl e o B Bl RIS BRI P R
st'ﬁSEZ ;¥-;E;-E;op. —-Trea;: NeE- Net ﬁggflt 'EEE'EEBEEE"T% cggngg-jgnchange
No. , : ment profit over cont- over GDR in pro= in profzt
e mmnaniimin.... . BseMae. | rol..  _  _ Rs.Ma . fit over over
o T e CURsafHal T T ebntrol. TR
S S S W g Ay e s T O 0 S Sabghn G sk gy Sy S DU S S A By e UUS v v s W it W Syl s ey B dos S 0 B Py, e s iy . - —‘—'Bu-haﬁﬂﬂﬂ"-----—unﬂ---ﬁ—
e e e ot e e et I \* BSOS SOt - Sy 23
lWheat {(Kalyan=Sona) A 122850 - - - -
B 1990.30 761480 A 6201 -
_ - c 22691622 1040.72  0278,92 . 8471l . 14a01
Wheat (Kalvan-Sona) A 2925600 L. T a:
B 3899- 80 974“80 - - ’ . .33\32 ‘ -
. C 44721550 1547.50 - 57270 52,91 . 1469
Wheat (Raj - 921) AT 596470 . e ™ U
B 1843020 . . 124650 - . 20890 = g
SR .C 1853@40 - 1261@70 15-420 211@45 : 0382
wheat (Kalyan-Sona) A 1784495 - e T D - -
B _ 285300 JO68:75 L e 5990 @ -
e C 3079415 - 1204-90 . 22615 7257 . 793
2.+Paddy (Jaya) A '~ 511250 . - P .- -
B 5273034 160084 3" - o . 3014 -
. - C 598196 869046 ' 798“62 17.01 13944
3.Jowar (CHS~5) A 1019.00 - - - -
: B 2169431 1150.31 - - 112.89 0 -
§ - C-. 2705ie4 1 168641 536:410 1651650 ' 24471
4.Cotton (Blkan8r1_ A% 935,00 R = | :
~ o nerma) _B ~1000.00_ 6500 . - _ 5-95 _ =
oo - C L9500~ 260,00 .. 195,00 - 27481 - 19L60
Note: A = Without fertilisers, B = As per deépartment's. red®mmendation, cuAg pﬁr_s'o—ll_t-;;h“

: recommendation.
Source ¢ %;flcihOf the Dy.Director (Quallty'COntrol & Soil Survey) Agriculture, Jaipur,
. JaS dlle .
*¥Only 1n case of cotton fertiliser used was reported as-per tradltlonal method.
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Table II.l14
Cost per Soil Sample Tested at Srlganganagar Soil Testing
Labora'toryes.;

e it (Umt in; Rs- e

- - - . e e . e e e . - -.'--\

e e et gt T T el g e P VS i gt Wy By W -p—-—--lq- wl-n--—c-r-r-l"lllr-n---m S b " 5P U S np SRS

- - Cost-pe> Soil-Sample  Tested-  ------

zg: - Year For sampies which For all samgle together
- were sent from  (Including Soil Sample
IDOtg and from Collected and tested
Farmers™diréctlys ' by 'STL) 5 A
o imuVariable Aggregate ﬂﬁvarlable - Aggregate
- TUTITE08t T T dost T T T ot _cost "
20 1976=77 1.4l 13ie35 0.+83 7478
3 1977278 L6 = 14430 0.73 7413
+ 1978279 L.02 1530 066 10.00
5. 1979-80 1,98 17,440 0491 8.05

"Source: Soil Testing Laboratory, Sriganganagar, Rajasthan.



CHAPTER. : III

USE OF SOTIL-TESTING SERVICE
BY FARMERS |

This chapter covers the following aspects viz.,
(1) characteristics of the beneficiary and non-bene-
ficiary households, (ii) utilisation of agriculture
extension service and awareness about’ soil testing
service among these households, and (iii) utilisation
of soil testing service on. beneficiary farms and its
:meact on crop. cultivation. These three aspects have
been discussed in three different sections.

I

Characteristics of the Beneficiary and Non-benefi-
clary Mouseholds (for Iecision-maker) :

Table IIT, 1 provides information for beneficiary
and non-beneficiary households regarding characteris-
tics such as membership of credit co-operstive
soclety, literacy level, experience of farming, caste

composition and age-groups. The following conclusions
may be noted from this table :

Membership of Credit Co-operative Society : About 82

per cent of the beneficiary households were members
of credlt co-operatives as compared to only 55 per
cent of non-beneficiary households. Thus, the member-
ship ratio was higher among beneficiary households
than among non-benefieiary households.
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Education : The literacy ratio was alsoc better among

beneficiary households (89 per cent) than among non-
-beneficiary householas (72 per cent).

Bxperience of Farming : No marked variatidn has

been found regarding experience of farming between two
categories of households. The proportion of 'reSponQ
‘dants with experience of farming for 16 years and
above was higher among beneficiary households (6%

per cent) than among non-beneficiary households (57
per cent).

Caste Composition : A vast majority of the beneficiary
(85 per cent) and non-beneficiary households (90 per
cent) belonged to Sikh community. Jat claimed 13 per
cent of the beneficiary households and 10 per cent of
the non-beneficiary households. |

Age-group @ The ratio in the productive age-group,
i.e, in the age group of 15 to 59 years, was higher
among beneflclary housebolds (88 per cent) than among
non-beneficiary households (72 per cent), whereas the
corresponding figure for the age group 60 years and
‘above was 12 and 18 per cent for beneficiary and .

non-bene ficiary households respectively.
Land Use Pattern : _
Information regarding land use pattern during

1979-80 among beneficiary and non-beneficiary house-
holds haw been presented in Table IIL, 2. The following
conclusions may be noted from this table :

In each facet of land-use pattern the beneficiary
households were in a considerably better position
than non-benefiéiary households. In the case of bene-
ficiary households the average owned land, operational

1and and net cultivated land worked out to 7.20 hec-
tares, 7. 34 hectares and 6.05 hectares respectively,
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whereas the corresponding .figures for non-beneficiary
households were 5.50 hrotares, 5.50 hectares and 4, 30
hectares respectively.

. The per household gross cropped area, net Iro
gated area and gross irrigated area was also consi-
derably higher among beneficiary households than
among non-beneficiary househol ds.

The cropping intensity and irrigation intensity
in the case of beneficiary households were 132,64
per cent and 133.00 per cent respectively whereas
the corresponding percentages for non-beneficiary
households were 114 13 and 114,77 respectlively.

Crop Pattern :

Date pertaining to crop pattern during 1979-80
for beneficiary and non-beneficiary households have
been pronded in Table III, 3., The following conclu-
sions hava been drawvn from this table :

The percentage of total area under cultivation
during kharif and rabli seasons was the same for
beneficiary and non-beneficiary households. Similariy,
the proportion of irrigated area in the total ares
under cultivation was also more or less the same
during respective seasons, No marked variations in

the crop pattern of beneficiary and non-beneficiary
households have been observed,

The average area under American cotton, deshi
cotton, sugarcane, sugarbit, gram and wheat(crops with
potential for using soil testing service)worked out to
- 6,81 hectares in the case of benef:i:ciary households,

the corresponding figure for non-beneficiary househmlds
being 4.10 hectares,



39

_ ‘To' s up the beneficlury households enjoyed
better position as compared to non-beneficiary
house hol ds.

II

In this section, the coverage of sample house-
holds under different agricultursl extension prograrme
and how frequently they approached different extension
workers for their agricultural problems have been dis-
cussed. Moreover, the extent of awareness about soil
testing service among sample households has been
examined. An attempt bhas elso been made to find out
as to why the non-beneficiary households did not adopt
soll testing service during 1979-80.

a) Wilisation of Agriculture Extension Survice :
nformation regarding .coverage of sample house..

holds under different items of agricultural extension
programme has been provided in Table IIL. L The
following conclusions have been drawn from this table :

Except in the case of extension programmes 1ike
Farmers Training Centre and Crop Competetion the
coverage of beneficiary households was relatively
higher in all other programmes. The extent of coverage
of beneficlary households under différent "extension
programmes was as follows : Visit to soll testing
laboratory and other demonstration plots (67 per cent),
visit to tehsil seed farm (63 per cent), Kisan Mela
" (59 per cent), ABC demonstration plots (47 per cent),
farmers demonstration meeting (39 per cent) and trial-
-cum-demonst ration plots (27 per cent). In case of
non-beneficiary households the proportions of house-
holds covered under different programmes were as
follow : Visit to tehsil seed farm (45 per cent),
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visit to ABC demonstration plots (30 per cent), visit
to soil testing laboratory (28 per cent), Kisan Melas
(2y per centj, other de.onstration plot (23 per cent),
farmers' demonstraticn meeting (20 per cent) and
trial-cum-demonstration farm (18 per cent).

Table III,5 provides information pertaining to
how frequently the sample farmers approached the
different extension workers. The conclusions drawn
from this table are as follow :

The proportion of households not- consutting the
extension workers was higher among non-beneficiary
households as compared to benefic'iary households. This
percentage of households not consulting the extension
workers was significantly higher in* the gase of .
non-beneficiary households for &S , DA0O and ASC.

The village Leval Worker (VLW) is expected to
pay freguent visits to villages. If we adoot the
nom of at least 6 contacts or meetings with VLW
during one year as ideal, then the percentage of
be eficlary households having atleast 6 meetings with
VLW was as high as 70, the corresponding figure for
non-beneficiary bouseholds being 45 por c:nt only,
The frequency of contact wit t%axtmeer ngffsa lgréa%%%{'eas-
ing in both types of householdsy Near§°63 per cént
of the beneficiary households had consulted Assistark
Soil Chemist (ASC) us comparcd to 30 por cent for
non-beneficiary households. Sevin out of the 12 non-
bene ficiary houstholds had ruporbed old contacts with
ASC zs their soll was tested prior to reference yegr,
Betier contacts with tim exvension worksrs in the eige
of »oth groups of households were pertly due to the
Benor scheme which emph_as'ized frequent visits to fammenpg,

= Subject Matter Specialist)
DAO = District Agriculture Officerxy
= Assistant S5So0il Chemist
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b) Awareness : An attempt was mede to find out the
knovlzdge of sclected furmers zhoui the exist once of -
soll testing leboratery in tue district and the typ:
of arrangements made for such soil t2st. This informe-
tion has been. furnished in Table III,6., The following
conclusions bave been drawn from this table :

The proportion of respondants having knowledge
about the existence of soll testing laboratory in the
district was considerably higher among beneficiary
households (98 per cent) as-compared to non-beneficiary
households (68 per cent).

About 90 per cent of the beneﬂciary hoﬁseholdé
knew the arrangements for getting soil tcsted thmugh
VLW, the corresponding figure for non-bene ficlary
household bedng 33 per cent. Thus, aws=reness about
getting the soil tested through VLW was NONT SMONE
. non-beneficiary households. However, regarding the
arrangements for getting the soil tested directly by
paying fees, there was no marked variation between
the two groups of households. Such awareness about
getting the soil tested directly by paying fees was
also quite poor. -

¢) DReasons for Non-adoption : Table III,7 provides

_ distribution of non-beneficiary households according
to different Treasons for not getting their soil tested
during the reference year 1979-80.. Various reasons
suggested in order of their importance were as follow:
'ignorance about soil testing facility (50 per cent),
followed. by no major problem in the soil (20 per cent),
gsoll was tested pfio‘f to reference year (17.5 per
cent) non-availability of VIW's service (7.5 per cent)
and apathy towerds soil testing service (5 per cent).
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Adoobion of Soil Testing Service by the Beneficiary
Households during 1$79-80

This section deals with adoption of the soil
testing service by fammers with respect to crops
covered, mumber of seasons covered, recurrence of
solil samples, use level of fertilizer on soil tested
plots and its impact on crop culbivation. In addition,
the method of taking soil s~mples and aﬁtitu;':\:/dpi*_nion

of tho beneficiary households regerding soil testing
service has also been discussed, '

Crons covered ¢ Table III.8 provides information on

village-wise and crops-wise number of soil samples
collected from beneficiary households. According to
the record of soil testing laboratory, there were in
all 113 soll samples, but some plots were merged at
the farm level for taking the crops and as a result
the total mmber of plots thus arrived at was 74 only‘?
. It is revesled from this table thst there were in all
74 soil tested plots out of which 21 plots were
alloted to American cotton and 51 plots to wheat.
Gram claimed only two plots. The average area per
sample for dmerican cotton, wheat and gram was 2.1
hectares, 2.4 hectares and 1.7 hectures raspectively,
Thus, total arca as wcll average area peI‘A sample
¢laimed by wheat was the highest followed by &merican
" cotton and gram. ' : _

- S e S Y - - ——

* In Tables IIL.8, IIT.9, IIIL, 10 and IIT,17 the
analysis of sdil Bested plots has carricd out

as per the crop pattern reported by the sample
beneficizry fams, i.e. .‘f‘gxi" 74 plots, .
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In Table ITI.9 details about distribution of
benc ficiary households with respect to mumber of
Seasons covered, number of crops covered, recurrence
of soil sample over number of years, reasons for not
covering entire land under soil testing snd thelir
willingness to pay charges for soil testing have been
furnisted. The following conclusions can be drawn
from this table : .

Number of sezsons covered : 4 large majority of tie
beneficiary households {56) had sent their soil
samples for one season only. It is surprising to note
that in an area with better irrigation facility soil
samples for two or more seasons were not taken by the
sample beneficiary households.

Number of crops covered : As many as 56 beneficiary
households had sent their samples only for one crop.
When this question was discussed with the beneficiary |
households, they reported that if facility for testing
Zn, Pe and Borone is created, they would certainly go
for soil testing for crops like sugarcsne, sugarbit
and fodder. - | :

Recurrence of soil samples over number of years :
Theré were 36 sample beneficlary households who had
sent their soil samples for the first time, About 20
households had sent their samples for two times, Caly
two householss each bad sent the samples. for three
and four times, Thus, about 4 pur cent of beneficiary
households were not new to this service and this
iﬁdicates their interest and falth have been sustained

in the soll testing service.

Reasons for not covering eﬁtire land under soil testing:

Tre reasons which were listed for not covering the
ertire area under soil testing, in order of their
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importence were as follow : no need for other crops
(30), prefered alternate year (15), unawareness (6)
and left to VLW (&), One beneficiary reported lack of
irrigation facility as a constrain and four respoh-
dants did not give any reply.

Willingness to pay charges for soil testing : Thig
service is free at preset. 4n attempt was mude to
find out whether the farmers are willing to pay
charz~s for soil testing service. Qut of 60 sample
beneficiary households only 40 had feplied to this
question., From among those who had replied, 1L were
ready to pay reasonable charges, 12 were ready to
pay whatever chargss, one beneficiery wss willing to
pay fs.2 per sample and 13 boneficlaries demanded free
service. Thus, 45 per cent of the beneficiary house-
holds wevre ready to pey ecither reasonable or vhatever
charges that may be fixed for soil testing service,
If token charge is leviud, tnen the financial

st rengency for this service can be removed to some
extent, '

Distribution of soll t-sted plots as per fertiligzerp
use level : Table IIIL, 40 provides bi-varizte distri-

bution of village-wise soil tested plots according
fertilizer use level. There were 74 soil tested piots.
Fertilizer recommendation and actusl application on
these plots in tems of N P K per hectare were
compared, The soil tested plots in oxrder to numerical
importance were categorized as follows : Application
of NP K wzs more on 29 plots and lower on 7 vlot s.

P K application wrs more on 17 vlots. Application of
N X was lower on 8 plots, Application of N P was more
on L plots and less on 5 plots. Thus, the above results
show that fertilizer application in temms of NPK on
none of the soll tested plots was as per the recommen-
dation of soil testing laboratory.
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Use Level of Fertillz.er znd Yield Level of Cro;g_

e — p—

Talle II1.11 provides ("teils abo'it prrfomsznce of
differsnt crops on beneficiary and non-beneficiary
fars, The crops selzcl-d fur comnarigio (for both
types of farms) are American cotton, whraat and gram
because soil. testing was reported by beneﬁciary '
households for these crops only. The conclusions
drzwn from this table are as follows :

Except wheat the other two crops did not prove
their sr.zp-uribrity in temms of yield for soil tested
plots over either non-soil tested plots on beneficiary
farms or on non-beneficizry farms. '

The per hectare yield of wkeat on soil tested
plots was 4023 Xgs., wielcas corrdsnonding flgures for
non-tested soil plots on bencficiary fams and on
non-beneficiury fzrms were 3725 kgs. and 3136 kgs.
respectively, The use level of fertilizer and yield
1evel did not reveal any trend but it is.observed
that for the respective package of nut'zf:;’erﬂ;s like
NP K.or NP the yield 1evel in value terws (consi-
dering main product and by-product toeether) WS
higher where the use 1eve1 was lower than where the

use lcvel was higher.

Method : Adoption of scientifie method for collecting
the soil samples is equally 1mnortanf. for analysis.
Factors such as the average size of the plot per soil
sample, depth of soll sample, number of spot s per

soil sample, gquantity of soil per soil sample,
instrument used for soil sample 'collection are important
for scientific analysis.

Generally, 1 to 10 grams of soil is used for
pﬁrpose of the chemical analysis. Now this sub-sample
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can be said to be repres ntative if it has bewn drawn
fro. 500 grems of compc ite ssumple (soil samples
collected from 4 to & places znd then mixed up make a
composite sample) from an arez of 0.5 hectere to a
depth of 15 centimeter (welghing adout one million
kgs., it amounts to just one billion to hundred
millionth of the total soil volume). Ience it is
necessary to examine the method of soil samle
collection for proper evzluation of the programme.
The soil testz=d plots renortwd by SSTL have been
considered for this anaslysis. There were 113 sueh
plots. According to the crop pattern reported by
farmers some plots were merged by sample farmers and
hence the total plots were 7h.

Average Size of the Tested Plots : Table III, 42

provides distribution of soil samples according to
aver«ge size of the tested plots. dmajorit‘.y of the
soil sumples (87) had coverad average size of holding
of more than 0.60 hectare. Onmly 8 soil samples had
average size of land which wrs 1ess than the minimum
required arez, i.e., less than 0.50 hectare.

Mumber of Spots in the Field : Table IIT. 13 provides
infgxmation pertaining to distribution of soil samol-~s
according to number of snots in the riglqd per soilh
sample, If 4 to 8 spots in the field per soil sample
are considered as scdequate for seicntific composite
sample then all the soil samples (except 10) represen-
ted & to 10 spots. Thus, majority of the S0il samples
represented fairly composite Samples. Theré were sgix
soil samples ‘for which bene ficlary could not reply

regarding the mumber of spots representeq per soil
. sample.
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Quantity of Soil 4 The -data régar‘ding distribution of

soil samples according to qu;ntity of soil taken per
sample have been presented in Table IIIL, 14 A comvo-
site sample weighing half a kg. of soil is considered
sx}fi‘iclent for anzlysis, For z majority of the soil
samples (89) the qusntity of soil tiken per sample
wa3 in the ronge of 250 to 500 gms., where:.s for 18
samples the soil taken per sample ws in the range of
500-750 gms., There wer= 2 soil =rnplts for which
benefic:r.ary could not reply regard:Lnu the quantity of
soil taken per sample, On the whole the’ quantity of
soil taken per sample was adequate,

]

Tools Used : Table III.15 provides information on

distribution of soil tested plous sccording to tools
used for soil collection. The most commonly used
instrument reported was Kassl, i.es out of 113 soil
samples, the soil sample was collected by Kassi for
95 soil sample. Spade was used to collect soil for
12 soil samples, The beneficiary households.could not
reply regarding tools used for 6 soil samples.

Sampled Layer : Table III,16 provides infomation

regarding distiibution of soil samples accordinv to
depth per soil sample. The proper depth can be tzken
as plough depth, viz., 15 cms, and more from the
surface according to the type of the crop. From among
113 soil samples, excepting 6 soil samples for which
beneficiary did not reply, all other soil semcles

were collected from surface soil lzyer ranging from’ 15
cms. to 30 cms. Thus, improper soil depth wes not

reported in any case.
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Attitudes and Opinions of Ién.efieiary Househol.ds
Regarding Soil Testing Service :

Tt is heartening to note that a majority of the
sample benef‘iciary householés reported satisfact:t.on
for this service and some of them had also glven
some useful. suggestions for the improvement of this
service., They had also reported some problems for
extension service as a part of soil testing service.
These aspects are coversad hers.

The main source of information for soil testing:
service among beneficlary households was VLW followed
by other farmers and demonstration programmes, For
the majority of the beneficiary households the soil
sample was-collected by VLW, No bsneficiary had
reported his ignorence about soil sample collection,
i.e. soil samle was collected with his knowledge or
in his presence or in the presence of his fam:l.ly
members.

The crux of the problem is that affer sending
the soil samples, majority of the beneficiary house-
holds were not conveyed the results in time. This ...'..
might have harpened because soil test reports might
not have been despztched to VLW in time or VLW might
have received the reporis bul may not hzve communicg-
ted it bo the farmers concerned. The bereficiary
fammers suggested that the soil test reports showld
be sent directly to them. The VLW should explain to
them the results suggested in the reports, 4s g
second altemative to avoid the delay in sending or
conveylng the soil test resul#s to the famers, the .
facility_ of the mobile wvan should be provided once in
a season prior to sowing period so that soil test
could be done in the presence of the farmers and the
results could also be explained to them on the site,
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Out of 60 beneficisry households only three benefi-
cizry households had reported thrt soil test results
were not communicated to them by VLW, Results of tha
soi), test reports wers convey~d to others by VLW but
they werc' ot conveyéd in time. Moreover, it was also
suggested that soil t est reports should be made
_self-explwnatory for the farmers, i.e. they should be
as simple as possible in tems of nutrients suggeste=d
to farmers because illiterate farmers camot be
expected to ‘do muthematical conversion for narticular
brand of fertilizer to be applied with respact to
suggestrd lovel of nutrients.

As per present arrangement the VLW is supposed to
explain these results to the beneflciary farmers but
majority of the beneficiary famers could not avail
the VLW's service for this purposw. This agsin
emphasises the nced to providing mohile ve=n facility
in the villages. :

It was suggested that for the propogzticon of
this programme, ABC demonstration plots should be
arranged year aftwr year by rotation in the villages.
The results obtained on such ABC demonstration plots
would automaticelly inspire the farmers to adopt soil
testing service, Moreover, documentary films regarding
soil testing service should also be shown to the

farmers.

It was zlso suggested that follow up of soil
test recommerdation should be intensively taken up
by the laboratory staff itself in temms of gending
the reports in time, in explaining the results and
in providing technical guidance required for adopting
soil test service., This would definately bring
positive and encouraging results for this service on |

the fermers field.
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It was encouraging to note that some farmers
we e not hapoy with th- existing faciliiy with the
8STL, They demanded more faciliti:s in terms of Zn, -
R, Dorone test requiresd for sugarcane, sugurbit,
fodder and wheat. In the absence cf such facilities
some of thum went to soil testing laborstory located
at Ludhianz in Punjab.
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Table III,1

Basic Ihta about Bueficiary and I‘bn.Beneficiary
Bouseholds during 1979-80

Particulars - : ‘Benefl- Non-bene

Membership of Credit
Co-operative Soclety :

Membe'r Lg 22
k 817y  (55.0)
. Non-member 1 18
Literacy ! ryiygepete. © - 0 9 - . 49
S AR (15.0) .. (272.%)
Litergte - 51 .. 29,
eere 85.0) . (72.5)
&purionce - ) v
1a
of famming : 1-3 TR (1107) G2
6 s & above . 53 35
| years & amovE v« (8823 @75
Car'!'e : .
: h 1. ,
compoaitions Silf (Bg'.o). (93?0)
Jat 8 4
: (13. 3} - (10,0)
- ~_.rs (1.7) "
- : 15 s L ‘ .33
Ago-group | 1559 yeers . @@y (pdl
: s & bove 7
60 years & above . 7. (17.5)

te : Figures in brackets indlcehe norcentage to
o togal number of bouseholds 1n the respectiwe

group.



Table IIT.2 |
Land Use Pattémn fOT Bmeﬁ.clary 2nd Non-Beneficirry Househclds durlng 1979..80

- ey e S SN ap S S A S WD S W S Y S AN S W -------ﬁ------————-——-- ey W o S B o o S S SR AP S o -

-8r. Particulars about land Beneficiary households Non-beneficlary h, hs,
No, “Total area AveTrage area Iotal area Average area
mdamman mmemmmmmimiem e memme o B0CESs ) (Hects,) ___ (Fects,) _ (Hects,)
1 owned o 431,75 7.20 220.8 5.50
2 Leased-in . . o 8.56 0. 1% - Ll
3 Operational holding 140, 31 7434 220, B 9.50
L Current fallow 77.55 1. 29 - 48,37 1. 21
5. Net cultivated 362,76 6.05 - 171.91 . 4. 30
6.  Area sown more than once , 118. 42 1.97 24, 29 .. . 0.61
7  Gross cropped area . 481,18 8.02, 196,20 - 4,90 \n
8. ' Net irrigated area o . 3y, B 5.7k 164 42 %. 11 N
.9 Gross irrigated area 458,19 7.6 - 188.71 Y, 72
10 . Grop intensity = - AT 132,64 | - 11%, 13
11 ¢+ Irrigation intensity T o 433.05 - 11477

L I A
Pperational holding : Land owned + Leased-in land + Mortgaged-in 1lzng - Leased-out land -
d Mort gaged-out land.



Table III 3

"Crop Pattern for Beneficlary and Non- Beneficiary Ibuseholds during 1979-80

- - —-------—----—-——--—---- e oy e g o e ey el e e Sl e e el ek R S . - S - S

S g e e ol il e Y M D S —

Season Name of the crop Beneficiary - . Non-beneficlary
Total area % of irri- - 10tal area % of iITigated
(Hects.) gated area - -(IBcts.) area with respect
with respect - - - - . to total area
to total tLoTtr under cro
area under . - | (Hects.g
crop(Bects,)
1 2 .3 b 5 6
KHARIF  American cotton 16 92", 100.00 157,63 100,00
(3 - (29. 37) ;
Deshi cotton ‘ 12.72 . 951l . 8.89 1100.00. . W
(2.6L4) - (453) " w
Sugarcane 6,28 100.00 1,96 109,00
(1. 31) (1.00)
Guvar C 21,8+ . 4,25 10, 40 70.00
(k, 54)- : (5.30)
Jowar fodder 16,15 100,00 5.98 96. 15
Bajri fodder 0.23 100.00 - 023 100.00
3 (0,05) : - (0.12)
Mung 0.69 - 4 -
(0. g-) - B
Green manure 2,78 100.00 - -
(0.57) |
Orange matta garden - - -5, - 100.00
(2. 3)

Contdrees



Table IIL.3 Contds.

1 ) ' 3 5 &
KHARLF  Total 224,61 .72 .65 96, )
© (46.68) 937 (5, 20) *
RABI Wheat 168, 66 100.00 67. %2 100.00
Gram . 55,67 84,86 .96 85. 19
(11.57) . (1. 25)
Tarsmira - R P 3 - - -
- {0, 10) :
Sarso . 2h, 98 100.00 : 8.89 100 00
Sugarbit 1.8 1oo.oo-1 0.23 100.00
- . - (0.28) (0.12) o !
JBarsim fodder 4,50 100.00 0.59" 100,00 -
(0.9%) R (0. 30) o
Jowar fodder 0.63 100.00 0, 46 100,00
(0.14) . (0. 2k)
Rajko 0.23 100. 00 - -
(0.05) N
Total =~~~ ~°T°T°7° 256,57 . 96,5% T405.55 -~ ~ T 36,08 ~
————— e ey ww ae - —(23:-33)— — e sm W b e are -—(-5-3:- -0—) - . ‘-
Gross cropped area 184,18 95. 22 196,20 . 6.18 -
(100.00) S (100.00) ’

D S wie A G B e Ay S e D S e W e e --—-—-------------- e wy d Sull e G A W A R S WP ----l—-—-‘--- -
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- Tahle III, 4

Coverage of Cultivators under Dlifferent Items of
Agricultural Extension Programme during 1979.80

sr. Item . Benericiary  Non-benerficiary
Yo. To. & To. %
1 Famers' Training _
2 Famers' .oz _ : :
Campaign Shibir 2 - 3.k T 1 2.5
3  Farmers' Tour ' ‘
Programme - 6 10.2 L 10.0
L  Famers' Iemons. . : ‘ Lo _
tration Meeting 23 38.5 - 8 20.0
5 Crop Competetion ' o
Programme : 1 1.7 1 2.5
6 ABC Demonstration ,
Plots ' 28 46.8 2 - 3.0
-2 other Demonstra- : '
tion Plots 4o . 66,6 9 22,5
8 Kisan Mela 33 55.0 10 25.0
9 Tehsil Seed Farm B 63.4 18 45.0 -
10 Trial-cum- '
Demonst ration Farm . 16 26.7 7 17.5
11 Soil Testing
Laboratory 40 66,6 11 27.5
12 Mobile Scil '
Testing Laboratory 3 5.0 1 2.5

60 ’ 40
13 overall'_ ' (100.0) (100.0)



Table III.5

]I‘atribution of Cultivator Fouseholds dccording to Mumber of Times the Decision-maker Consulted
PLrlvant Extaofon Workers during 1979-80

W L S D P B A W A P M My - o e B S B S S e A --—-———--.-.-—---_———_—m-—-—---—--—-—--------_-- Wty kM e P D Y Al S T Tl Gk oo S A S —

Viid 11’ If"n—l Workers & Other Extension Yorlor

E&;.of .
;::rl;esfﬁ.- T l~11(,.f..l.(,j..ir“y- ; _'__-_:_ Iu?r Iilju'&?:r}- s
ted VLW  AE)  BD) 848 150  ASC VLW AR BLO . sdd- i (DA &ASC
1 - - - - 2 - - 2 2 15'Rf-
2 1 3. '3 1 7 3 2 2 3 1.
(1.7} (5.1) (5.1)  (1.7) (11.6) (7.9) (5.0} (5.0) (7.5) (2.5):* (7 5) (5 0)
3 1 0 13- 17 9 24 o1 9 8 . 7. & 8
(1.7) (16.6) (21.5) (28.3) (15.0) (%0.0)  (2.5) (22.5) (20.0) (17.5) (10 0) (20, c)
L 3 b 3. 10 5 1. 7 .6 1 - 1
(5.0 (23.3) (5.1 (16.6) (8.3) (18.1) (17.5) (15.0) (2.5) (2.5) =~ (2.5)
5 11 7 1 1 - - 8 1 - - L -
(18.1) (11.6) (.7) (1.7) (20.0) (2.5)
6 24 3 1 L fe = 11 1 - - - -
(40.0) (5.1) (1.7) (6,7) (27.5) (2.%)
7 & 18 1. 1. - - - 7 - - - - -
above (30 0) (1 7) (1.7) o - 17.5)

ot B 27 . 22 b 1 26 | © 32 8
lcgggu_ (3.'+) (36 6) (63.2)' r(hs.o) (6{77) (36.6) (10.0) (47?5) (65.0) (?g?o) (88.0) (70.0)

———o—-—-——-———u— —--—-——-"——o————————.—-—-a—"——-—

——-—-———-—-—-——--————.—...-———— -----—--—-- -—---—.—-a——-- ——- —-—-——_ -—-—-.--—- L - —----r----——-——

Note : Figures in brackets indicate percentage to total number of households in respective group.

VLW = Village Level Workers, AID = Agriculture Extension Officer, BID = Block Development
Qfficer, S = Subject Matter Specialist, DAO = District Agriculbure Officer, 4SC =
Assistaht Soil Chemi st



Table IIL.6

Knowledge aboub makmxm:ﬂxafxm Soil Testing Service

Sr,  Subject of awareness Beneficiary l\bn-beneﬂciary
hbt : : Ib. % Ib- %
1 Existence of soil testing =~ .

_laboratory in the district 59 ~-98.33. 27 67.50

2 Arrangement for soil -
testing through VLW - . 5k 90.00 . 13 32,50

3. Arrangement for soil
testing directly by

paying fees 5 8.33 3 7.50

4  Total mmber of
+ .- cultivators in the sample 60 4o

oy W e D ey T e s S S S G I R S S N G W S D A G S S N S A R A e T N AL N N A ey SN D e e ey TS ol T O e

45



Table I1I,7
Distribution of Non-Beneficiary Households According to Reasons for Not Getting their
Soil Tested During 1979-80

Reasons No. T %
1. Tgnorance about ST facility = " . 20 50.00
2. Non-availability of VLW's service . T S - 3. 7.50
3. Apathy towards ST services 2 5.00
Y, No major problem in soil 8 20,00
5e So:Ll was tested prior to reference period . h .7 17.50
L0 100,00

T e s e o oA b v D e M s e v ey e e ey A AR S WP WP e



Table I11.8

Bl-variate Distribution of Soil Tested Plots According to Crop and Village mr.‘l.ng 1979-80

S iy S e W ATSNS S R A D GG W --------.------ ----- N o O S A R G . S S A S S A S A e Y A W S P P G g s s e D e A e A

Crop 18 2 192 9F . SHH 8D 14Q Total
No. Area No. Area No. Ares NO. Area No. Areg Mo, Area Mo, AToa
(hec.) { hec, ) (hec.) (hec.) (lee,) (hee.) (hec.)
Imerican_j 7 11.80 . i 2 10,41 1 1. 85 11 8.8 - . = 21 42,34
cotton - (1.7) o (5.2) (1.9) (1.7) (2.1)
Wheat - 11 22.67 13 2k 11 13.6% 7+ 14,12 1 3.00 8" ‘45, 3% 51 123,06
_ (2.6) - (1.9) - (1.2) (2.2) . (0) = G.7) (2.%)
Grem - - - - - - - - - - - 2 34 2 3
- © (1.7) (1.?)
" . ]
TOT AL 18 L4 43 24,2 13 2405 8 15.97 12  21.28 10 48.81 74 168,87
1.9) (1.9 (1.8) - (2.0) - (1.8)  (w9) (2.3)

- —--q—-¢-——--———---—--_— - e e Gnwn e L SR S STl S e S S e A T e P A e s A e S Sl T O A i e ol S T D T P G T e

* As per soil testing 1aboratory, there were in all 113 samples but as per crop pattern data

sgme soil tested plots were merged for tak:l.ng certain crops and as a result t amounted to
74 plots. -

Note: Figures in brackets indlcate average area"covered per _.-3011 sample
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Table III 9

Details about Baneficiary Ibuseholds Regarding
S0l Testing Samples.

: . \
g TR Sy S W T oy e A W R D WS N e sl e G TR -----ﬂ-----------

Sr. Particulars about soil sample Dov . M.
1  Mumber of seasons dovered : One  ..: 56
2 I\hm.berfof croias covered : One .. 56
| R _ Two '
3 Recurrence of soil samples: one '36
over no. of years Two ¢ 20
| L e - Fb‘lll‘, N 2.
4 Feasons for not coverirg : !
- entire land under soil N
testing ¢+ -
a) Alternate year - . 45
b)" Unawareness L T 6
¢) It is left to VLW © . . - Iy
d) No need for other -crops or plots - 30
©) Lack of irrigation facility %{-‘ 1
f) Mo reply . IR
5 Wllingness to pay charges for
soil testing :
a) Feady to pay reasonable charges 1%
b) Peady to pay whatever charges ' 12
c) Free service .13
d) k.2 per sample j L
e) ’b Yeply . 20

A S SRR e v W - T e S 0 S e b i O A



Table 1II.10

Ri-variate Distribution of So:l.l Tested Plots According to Village and Frtilizer Use Level

. during 1979-80

. v Tk Gt S N T - o S Py 0 A D A Mk b e ey S e . o T e 0 0 e e . D S e A S ek e

Village Category of plots according to fertilizer use
~ NpK NPK PK N Np NK P Total
ovVer below over ‘over below helow over
187~ 1 7 N o - 2 - - - B
i (61.1)  (5.6) (22,2) (11.1) {100.0)
192 . - 7 -1 - - 2 13
- (23?6) (53.9) (7.7) - (15.%) (100.0)
oF 7 ~ 2 - - - 31 13
(5309) (15-“) (23.0)". (?o?) (100.0)
5 HH " 2 1 1 -2 3 - 13 o
' (30.8) (15.4) (7.7) (7.7) (15.%) (23.0) (100.0) ~
8D 2 ' h 1 2 Lt - - - 9“
(22.2) (L, 5) (17.1) (22.2) {100.0)
14Q 2 - 2 - 1 8
(25.0) (25.0) - (12.5) (25. o) (12.5) (100.0)
Total 29 7 17 5 8 -7
° (39.2) (9.5) - (23.0) (5,&) (6,7) - (10.8) (5.4) (100,0)

s T S S S S D A T G S S U D D L S D e i B NG P i e b e el S M S S S A ket iy S g A e S A Sk S o A S P T

Note : Flgures in brackets indicate percenta-ge to” toi;.ai;'plbts in a village.



Table I1I,11

mtails about Performance of- Lifferent Crops on EBneficiary's and an-beneﬂiciary's Farmsg

""""" ;“"""“'."'""""'""BéﬁéHcI‘é'f}"w-IEET§5£I‘E§§£ea'5lof'é'§666'faiﬁ§"£6'TE»EHHEéi'ﬁse Non-
Crop 1eld NPK - . NPK PK NP NP NK P STP  Over- Non- ?f’e‘ie‘
over below over over below below over but all tes- -
C o no . teq 8
use soll
of lo-
- ferti- 8
Uzer
imerican kgs/hect. 1232 1527 1483 1344 1'273 - - - 3 1528 1208
cotton Rs. /hect. 5014 6886 €802 < 6093 5729 - - - - 5856 - -
Net return ' e
er rupee e , : ' 3 , o
Iovestment(n.) 0,81 '3.5% 243 2% 3B - - - 2 - -3
Wheat Kgs. /hect. 4226 4310 Tu3 3663 - /5 3634 F657 - W23 25 3116
B /hect. _559% 57167 -5753 . 4821 51k L4705 W22 - . 530 - = -
Net return .71 2. 37 2,62 1.9 2.19 1,06 2,04 - -« 1,72 . = -
er rupee ' , : : o
Envestment(k.
Gram Kgs./hect.” - - - - - 1552 - 866 1035 1151 847
ks« /hect, - - - - - 3259 - 2165 2530 - -
'Net return - - - - - 2,22 = 1.35 1.66 - -
er rup e
EHVEStment(k.)

D w S AR Y P G S e ek S S el G5 Ik e S e S S A S T S b A T W e e e e e e U S G A
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Table III 12

Distribution of Soil Tested Plots According to -
Average Size of Tested Plots

4ve rage size of'E;sted pa.o?;'s'"""'iéf"'"%""
(Bects,) ) o
0.00 o 0,20 L - -
0.21 to 0.40 T8 7,08
0.4t to 0.60 Cl - <18 15.93
0.61 to 0.80 48 15,93
0.81 to 1.00 .10 8.85
1,01 & above . . . | 59 52,21
Overall : 113 100.00
Tatle IIT, 13

“Distribution of Soil .-Tested Plots According to
Mumber of Spots I-bpresented

[ e L L L L L L L T Y L L L L L Y T LT T P

NMuber of. spots covered No. %
per soil sample T N A
Mot knowing. PR - 6  5.31 .
Three - T ' L - 3054
Four - 18 15.93
Five - . 3k 30. 09
Six L0 35. 40
&ven - v
Eight 3 2.65
Mine- - -
Ten 8 7.08
Overall " 113 100,00

- D i A ey S ek N v i —
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Table TITI, 4L

Distribvution of Soil:Tested .Plots Accoii'd_ing‘t'd“' .
Qu ntity of Soil taken ;" - T8N

T, - T et

Not knowing > T q.mm
Below 250 L - 3. 54
250-500 " 89 ' 78.76
500-750 18 7. 7 45.93
750-1000 o e H
Overall . 113 ‘_-_"Laoo.oe

Table III.15

------- -y - ------—---—- st ne Qo------i— -----—--

Tooxs ..- - = - Number of -samples.
I N’o_.'“h_ f-,f'”‘ «.-“g
Tot ‘knov:lng - - -6---—« L ~—5.»31- B
Pick axe T s
Spase’ 12 10,63,
S!.eﬁ'le J ] - &R
Plough share - | G
Rassi =~ % 84,07
Overall . 113 100,00

R

-— - e A --------.-.O-.--—-i ------- ..--_._-_--------- -
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Table III.16

Distribution of Soil Tested Plots dccording
to Depth of Sampled Layer

R SR Sle ) A e S T Sl d o e S iR G G S S W T G S S W NP D I W S P MM N S

Depth in cm. from No. of samples
the surface

No. 4
Not knowing_. _ 6 5. 31
Upto 15 : 35 30.97
Upto 22 : 42 37.17
Tpto 30 | - 30 26,55
Loose soil - -

overall < 113 100.00

et gl et SN g U G D (D SR D D G S D OO I A A T ey e G e Sk e e o A



